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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Education is one of the most important aspects in the 
world for all humans. Ataturk, the founder of the Turkish 
Republic, gave importance to education and therefore made 
many reforms in this field to develop his country. Since 
the development of the Turkish Republic, like their leader, 
the Turks have given importance to education and have built 
many schools and universities for a more developed Turkey.
One of the primary sources of education is the place where 
teaching is conducted: schools, colleges, and universities.
Every school, college or university is like a society within 
itself. The most important roles are the roles of the 
teachers, students and administrators. Students constitute 
the target population. Teachers are the major sources of 
knowledge. Their duty is to teach their students in the best 
way they can. The Turkish government must give importance to 
educating teachers so that they in turn can educate the 
students of the coming generations. Administrators are 
important because they can facilitate the educational process 
to benefit everyone.
Every person in the world has an aim. Many students 
choose to reach their aims through university studies. A
student might want to be an engineer, a doctor, a teacher, a 
scientist or something else. Teachers are the ones that help 
students reach their aims and educate the coming generation’s 
presidents, engineers, scientists-important people who will 
affect the lives of many other people.
A common Turkish expression emphasizes the importance of 
learning another language: knowing a second language makes a
person equivalent to two persons. In Turkey many employers 
seek employees who know a foreign language, especially 
English. It is difficult for a university graduate who does 
not know English to get a job in Turkey. This is one of the 
most important reasons Turks value learning English. They 
are eager to learn English in order to find jobs easily after 
graduating. Because English is so important throughout the 
world, the needs of Turks to be able to use English as a 
second language becomes extremely pressing.
Not only is English the language of many powerful 
countries such as America, England, Canada and Australia, but 
it is also the second language (or lingua franca) of other 
countries. In order to benefit from the technology of these 
powerful countries, there must be a way for Turks to 
communicate with them. English functions as a bridge 
connecting these countries allowing them to benefit from one 
another.
Knowing a foreign language is very important for Turkey 
as a new developing country that wants to enter the European 
Economical Community which uses English as the language of 
widest use.
Most of the EFL teachers in Turkey are not native 
speakers of English. Some EFL teachers are graduates of 
Departments of English Language and Literature or even of 
Linguistics; supposedly, they know English well. Like all 
other teachers, EFL teachers who are graduates of Linguistics 
and Literature must have some knowledge based on principles 
of learning in order to educate students. Among EFL teachers 
there are teachers who are experienced and some that are not 
experienced. But being an experienced teacher does not mean 
being proficient in the teaching process. A teacher can have 
a great knowledge of the major field of study but may not 
know how to teach it efficiently. Most of these experienced 
teachers consider themselves experienced enough in their 
occupations and they do not believe that they need any 
improvement. Acheson and Gall (1980) believe that there is 
always a need for improvement no matter how experienced a 
teacher is.
All teachers should have the opportunity to be observed 
and given advice about their performance in the classroom.
It is the duty of a supervisor to observe the teacher’s
classroom performance and help teachers in the teaching 
profession for effective teaching to take place in the 
classroom. This supervisory function is often assumed by an 
administrator whose aim is to improve education in the 
school.
Statement of the Topic
This study is about supervision and evaluation. Both 
of these terms need to be defined and explained in order to 
gain a better understanding of what supervision and 
evaluation are for EFL teachers in Turkey. In Turkey only 
primary and secondary school teachers are inspected by 
inspectors (müfettişler) from the Ministry of Education.
Their procedures are both supervisory and evaluative and 
hence are not in accord with certain distinctions and 
definitions which appear in the American professional 
literature reviewed for this study. Futhermore teachers in 
universities, including EFL teachers are not supervised by 
the inspectors of the Ministry of Education because 
universities are not affiliated with the Ministry of 
Education. Universities are affiliated with Yüksek Öğrenim 
Kurumu.
Yet, a premise of this thesis is that supervision in 
Turkey should not be conducted only in primary and secondary
schools, but also in universities. EFL teachers like all 
other teachers in Turkey should also be given a chance to be 
supervised in order to improve their instructional 
performance. It may be assumed that many teachers are not 
familiar with supervision as it is defined in the 
professional literature and since evaluation is conducted in 
place of supervision in Turkey, thus ways need to be 
introduced in order to conduct a sufficient amount of 
supervision for it to be beneficial, efficient, and 
constructive.
There is always a way, a technique for doing something. 
If people do not know these techniques then they may end up 
less successful than if they followed sytematic techniques. 
Inspectors must know the techniques of supervision in order 
to improve their performance and to provide constructive 
feedback for teachers. If inspectors learn the techniques 
and if they are objective when observing the teachers, 
teachers will not be afraid of being supervised.
Statement of the Purpose
A discussion with a Turkish school inspector (whose 
views I have reasons to believe are quite representative) 
leads me to believe that supervision by inspectors seems to 
be practiced totally differently in Turkey from the way
supervision is defined in the literature. The main purpose 
of this study is to gain a better understanding of 
supervision and evaluation for the benefit of EFL teachers 
and their students at the university level in Turkey. 
Opinions of teachers towards supervision and evaluation will 
be analyzed for the purpose of determining whether or not 
Turkish university EFL teachers are prepared for the 
implementation of systematic, constructive instructional 
supervision.
Statement of Method
The following steps have been followed while conducting 
this descriptive researh:
A literature review focusing on the two terms 
supervision and evaluation was carried out in order to 
establish a distinction between the two terms.
Data were collected by interviewing EFL teachers, 
coordinators and directors who were asked about their 
opinions about supervision and evaluation and the differences 
between these two terms. A survey of EFL teachers was 
conducted at Hacettepe University, Bilkent University,
Erciyes University and Middle East Technical University in 
order to collect the necessary data for this project. The 
questionnaire was designed to get the opinions of EFL
teachers at these universities about what they think about 
supervision and evaluation. Most of the questions focused on 
supervision in order to get the perceptions and opinions of 
the EFL teachers about supervision.
Statement of Limitations
The study is limited to supervision and evaluation in 
EFL. This research project covers the opinions of EFL 
teachers at Bilkent University, Erciyes University, Hacettepe 
University and Middle East Technical University. Conclusions 
in other teaching areas and at other universities should not 
be drawn on the basis of this study.
Plan of Organization
The professional literature is reviewed in Chapter 2. 
Through the literature working definitions of the terms 
supervision and evaluation are derived. The definitions 
include explanations of processes related to the two terms.
The literature review focuses attention on supervision, and 
definitions of the terms supervision and evaluation.
Chapter 3 explains the methodology followed in 
conducting this study. Specific universities (Bilkent, 
Erciyes, Hacettepe and Middle East Technical University) were 
identified for data collection in selected EFL programs. Two 
data collection instruments were designed to determine the
degree to which supervision/evaluation is conducted in the 
selected EFL programs. The EFL programs in the selected 
Turkish Universities were surveyed to collect information 
from the EFL teachers and program directors.
Chapter 4 presents the data in tables and in textual 
form. An analysis of the data is included. Also conclusions 
are drawn and suggestions are made.
CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
In this chapter several definitions of supervision 
including general supervision and clinical supervision are 
presented in order to provide a basis for a discussing the 
components and rationale of supervision. The contrast of 
supervision with evaluation is included for the purpose of 
focusing the review on supervision, not evaluation. The 
models of supervision presented by Gebhard (1984) are 
included to show that there are different ways of supervising 
teachers. The role of the supervisor is also discussed in 
this chapter in order to clarify what a supervisor’s job 
really is. It is seen that the role of the supervisor 
differs according to the type of supervision used.
DEFINITIONS OF SUPERVISION.
A Standard and general definition of the term 
"supervision" may be found in Webster’s New Riverside 
Dictionary which defines supervision as "inspecting the work, 
an action or performance of others" (1984, p. 691).
The discussion here however, is concerned with the term 
as it is used in the educational literature. In that context 
it has acquired a number of specific technical meanings and
connotations.
Goidhammer, Anderson, and Krajewski (1980) indicate 
that supervision is a part of educational administration 
and it is tied to leadership in education to improve 
instructional performance and effectiveness. They agree that 
there are many definitions of supervision according to the 
content and specificity. They point out that the focus of 
various definitions of supervision is on teachers, the staffs 
of schools and employees in general. Supervision is 
considered a vehicle for developing the staff, improving 
classroom instructional behaviors of teachers, and evaluating 
instructional materials and methods.
Cogan (1973) introduces a type of supervision called 
general supervision. He states that general supervision
denotes activities like the writing and revision of 
curriculums, the preparation of units and materials 
of instruction, the development of processes and 
instruments for reporting to parents, and such 
broad concerns as the evaluation of the total 
educational program (p. 9).
He points out that "...general supervision, subsumes 
supervisory operations that take place principally outside 
the classroom" (p. 9).
10
In Good (1959), as quoted by Goldhammer, Anderson, 
Krajewski (1980), "supervision" is defined as
All efforts of designated school officials 
directed toward providing leadership to teachers 
and other educational workers in the improvement of 
instruction; involves the stimulation of 
professional growth and development of teachers, 
the selection and revision of education objectives, 
materials of instruction and methods of teaching 
and the evaluation of instruction (p. 539).
Goldhammer, Anderson, and Krajewski (1980) point out 
that there are different interpretations of instructional 
supervision. One interpretation of instructional supervision 
offered by Harris (1975), as quoted by Goldhammer, Anderson, 
and Krajewski (1980), is given as
What school personnel do with adults and things to 
maintain or change the school operation in ways 
that directly influence the teaching processes 
employed to promote pupil learning (pp. 10-11).
Goldhammer, Anderson, and Krajewski (1980) discuss the 
interpretation of instructional supervision offered by Eye, 
Netzer, and Krey. Eye, Netzer and Krey 1971) define 
instructional supervision as
That phase of school administration which focuses 
primarily upon the achievement of the appropriate 
instructional expectations of educational systems 
(p. 30).
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Goldhammer, Anderson, and Krajewski (1980) agree that 
instructional supervision is both a concept and a 
process and the main focus of instructional supervision 
is on students with the improvement of teachers’ 
classroom performance providing students with a better 
opportunity to learn.
Another type of supervision introduced by Goldhammer is 
clinical supervision. According to Goldhammer, in 
Goldhammer, Anderson, and Krajewski (1980), clinical 
supervision requires both the teacher and the supervisor to 
come together, face-to-face and work together in the 
supervisory process. He defines clinical supervision as the 
relationship between the supervisor and the teacher. The 
supervisor and the teacher work together to set their goals, 
and guarantee their trust in one another. In an atmosphere 
of freedom where both the supervisor and the teacher express 
their opinions independently, they try to put into action the 
best effective teaching to exist in the classroom. According 
to Krajewski in Goldhammer, Anderson, and Krajewski (1980) 
for clinical supervision to achieve its goal there should be 
rapport, and some kind of a sympathetic relationship, 
understanding right from the beginning of the supervisory 
process between the supervisor and the teacher.
Anderson in Goldhammer, Anderson and Krajewski (1980)
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states that clinical supervision is observational, which 
means that the supervisor observes the teacher’s classroom 
performance and after the observation discusses the teacher’s 
classroom behaviors in a setting where the supervisor acts as 
a counselor and a guide.
Cogan (1980) defines supervision as the theory and 
practice based on the improvement of the classroom 
performance of teachers. The classroom is where the data are 
collected to be analyzed by the supervisor. The analysis of 
the data and the relationship between the supervisor and the 
teacher form the quintessence of the supervisory process.
The supervisor facilitates the improvement of the teacher’s 
classroom performance to achieve the best learning for 
students.
Sergiovanni and Starratt (1979) in their definition of 
clinical supervision also emphasize that there should be 
face-to-face contact between the supervisor and the teacher 
who come together and talk about the teaching that takes 
place in the classroom in order to improve the teacher’s 
instruction.
Flanders (1976) views clinical supervision as a 
special opportunity for two people to come together, the 
supervisor and the teacher, where the supervisor is the 
teacher of the teacher and the teacher is the one whose
13
classroom performance is to be observed and improved. He 
points out that in this special case the teacher’s classroom 
behaviors are observed and the aim of this observation is to 
find out whether a change in the teacher’s behaviors will 
occur in the following observation. And if a change occurs 
between the old and the new patterns of the teacher, the 
supervisor will give a chance for the teacher to see the 
changes; this will help the teacher to learn the defects of 
instruction and to improve the performance in the classroom.
Acheson and Gall (1980) in their definition of clinical 
supervision emphasize that there should be interaction 
between the supervisor and the teacher where the supervisor 
does not direct the teacher. They also believe that clinical 
supervision should be democratic and stress that it should 
not be despotic on the side of the supervisor. The 
supervisor must not direct the teacher like a puppet, but 
the teacher, must interact with the supervisor to achieve 
improvement in teaching.
As seen in the definitions of clinical supervision, 
interaction between two people, the supervisor and the 
teacher, forms the core of clinical supervision. The most 
important thing is that educational supervision would not 
have come into existence if there were not students.
Students as well as supervisors and teachers form the root of 
supervision.
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According to Guleryuz (1985) teachers regard inspectors 
negatively because they believe that inspectors do not 
necessarily guide teachers in Turkey. He points out that the 
reason behind this is the unequal position of teachers and 
inspectors. He concludes that the position of the inspectors 
disturbs teachers and, therefore, teachers do not like being 
supervised (inspected). He also points out that the 
techniques of supervision (inspection) carried out by 
inspectors are not very valid and reliable because there were 
not systematically developed. He proposes some ways for more 
efficient, reliable inspection (for primary school teachers). 
Guleryuz proposes that:
1. Inspection (supervision) must be conducted once every 
three years and during these years inspectors should 
help and guide teachers to improve themselves.
2. In inspection and evaluation, valid techniques should be 
developed.
3. The institution of inspectors should be modernized and 
saved from being conservative.
4. Teachers should also participate in the inspection 
process. The inspector is not the one who always advises 
but also the one who is responsible for the process of 
inspection (Bursalioglu, 1982).
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Guleryuz (1985) points out that teachers are not 
included in the inspection process; but, they have a right to 
cooperate in the process.
According to Karagozoglu (1977) the reason it is 
difficult for an inspector to guide or help a teacher is 
because the inspector seems to be an evaluator rather than a 
guide. Because of the busy work, an inspector cannot devote 
enough time for each teacher and the duty given to inspectors 
in promoting teachers has also affected the attitudes of 
teachers towards inspectors in a negative way.
According to Aydin (1977) one of the most fundamental 
principles of supervision is classroom observation. Although 
some educators (teachers) believe that classroom observation 
is useful, there are also teachers who believe that classroom 
observation is unnecessary and useless. He also points out 
that in order to carry out the classroom observation in a 
successful and healthy way there should be a positive 
relationship between the supervisor (inspector) and the 
teacher; otherwise, the classroom observation will end 
unsuccessfully. He also points out that if there is a reason 
for teachers to be afraid of having their classrooms observed 
it is because the supervisor (inspector) is not using the 
appropriate techniques to carry out the observation. He 
believes that usually a successful supervisor (inspector)
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should not visit the teacher’s classroom without developing a 
healthy relationship with the teacher. He also points out 
that there should be mutual trust between the supervisor and 
the teacher; otherwise, the supervisor will not be able to 
help the teacher. He states that if these observations 
really help teachers analyze and solve their problems, 
teachers will more readily accept being supervised.
According to Yauch (1957) teachers do not like being 
disturbed by an outsider while they are in the classroom even 
if they have problems. The teachers sometimes prefer to 
solve their problems by themselves without the help of a 
second person. He suggests that the principal must not 
interrupt the teacher’s classroom but instead should wait 
for the teacher to invite the principal because there are 
times when a "conscientious " (p. 55) teacher will admit 
needing help and will invite the principal to help solve the 
problem. Yauch calls this "invitational supervision" (p.
55).
Yauch (1957) also believes that the principal and the 
teacher must plan for a conference where they can interact 
freely, exchange ideas, investigate alternatives and agree on 
better practices. He points out that "If the principal 
shows obvious signs of wanting to achieve an honest 
relationship, success will depend primarily on the teacher’s
willingness and ability to measure up to that expectation" 
(p. 57). Therefore he suggests that the teacher must 
participate in "exchanging ideas, trading experiences, 
discussing alternatives" (p. 57) with an enthusiastic 
principal who will help the teacher improve.
He also points out that "co-operative supervision (p. 
58) is another way for teachers to improve their 
instructional performance. Co-operative supervision enables 
teachers to observe one another’s classrooms.
According to Williams (1989) "classroom observations 
have, however, always presented problems for teachers and 
trainers, and generally cause considerable stress and upset 
on the part of the teacher" (p. 85). She argues that
classroom visits...should provide an opportunity 
for teachers to develop their own judgements of 
what goes on in their own classrooms,... sharpen 
their awareness of what their pupils are doing and 
the interactions that take place in their classes, 
and heighten their ability to evaluate their own 
teaching practices. In other words, these visits 
should as far as possible be developmental rather 
than judgemental (p. 85).
Williams (1989) stresses the kind of situation the 
teacher is in while being observed by a supervisor.
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Classroom observations have traditionally 
entailed the familiar scenario of nervous teacher, 
trying to perform correctly, while the trainer sits 
at the back ticking items on a checklist and making 
decisions as to what is 'good teaching’ and 'bad 
teaching.’ The teacher reads a report on his or 
her own performance, and tries harder to get right 
next time (p. 86).
She points out that the traditional type of classroom 
observation is not very satisfactory for many reasons. She 
mentions these problems:
- The teachers did not like it. It was threatening, 
frightening, and regarded as an ordeal.
- The teacher had no responsibility for the assessment. It 
is trainer centered.
- It was prescriptive.
- The checklist focused on too much at once.
- There was no continuity from the first to the third visit, 
and the visits were, therefore, not linked to the course.
- There was no provision for individual pace or wishes (1989:
p.86).
Williams (1989) provides seven ideal principles for a 
classroom visit.
1. Development: The visit should aim to develop the
teachers’ own judgements about what is going on in their 
own classrooms.
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2. Limited and focused content: One should not tackle too
much in one visit, but rather focus on one or two items, 
depending on the teacher’s needs.
3. Course-link: One should try to link the visits to the
course, so that the teacher’s attention in the classroom 
is focused on items being discussed in the course.
4. Teacher centeredness: One should try to allow the
teacher to take much of the responsiblity for the 
observation. The purpose of the visits should also be 
discussed with the teachers, so that they are involved in 
the rationale behind them.
5. Future development: One should try to leave the teacher
with an instrument for self-development after the course.
6. Positiveness: The visit should be helpful, not
destructive. One should stress the positive aspects of 
the lesson, what went well, and build on these.
7. Flexibility: The tutor should be able to be flexible and
respond to the teacher in the post-observation discussion 
(1989: pp. 86-87).
Sheal (1989) believes that "post observation is for 
teacher-evaluation purposes, with the result that teachers 
generally regard observation as threat" (p. 93) and he 
includes that as "...feedback from observers is often 
subjective, impressionistic, and evaluative, teachers tend to
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react in defensive ways, and given this atmosphere, even 
useful feedback is often 'not heard’" (p. 93). He points out 
that
If classroom observation is to be used for 
staff development and to improve the quality of 
instruction... the focus needs to shift more 
towards colleagues working together, and towards 
teacher development rather than teacher evaluation 
(p. 93).
DEFINITIONS OF EVALUATION.
DeRoche (1981) considers evaluation as assessment. 
According to him evaluation is the process that helps find 
out the worth, amount or value of something. He points out 
that this "something" refers to that which is to be 
evaluated. Things to be evaluated can be a program, a 
procedure, a school factor such as the relationship of 
teachers, personnel or even the weather. Evaluation implies 
things are to be improved. For example the program of a 
school can be evaluated after analyzing and agreeing on the 
fact that it is really worth something, to see whether it is 
of value or not, to see if it provides the best education for 
the students.
According to DeRoche (1981) the purpose of evaluation 
is to improve instruction and also to find out whether there
21
1s improvement in the instruction.
Worthen and Sanders (1987) define evaluation as "...the 
determination of a thing’s value" (p.22) and they point out 
that evaluation in education is "...the formal determination 
of the quality, effectiveness, or value of a program, 
product, process, objective, or curriculum" (p. 22). They 
state that
Evaluation uses inquiry and judgment methods, 
including: (1) determining standards for judging
quality and deciding whether those standards should 
be relative or absolute; (2) collecting révélant 
information; and (3) applying the standards to 
determine quality. Evaluation can apply to either 
current or proposed enterprises (pp. 22-23).
Cronbach (1977) is cited by Worthen and Sanders (1987) 
as viewing evaluation as a political and scientific activity:
Evaluation does, of course, draw on scientific 
tradition. It has to be judged in part by 
scientific ideals, and it surely should use all the 
techniques and principles from relevant science 
that it can. But science is only part of the 
story, and, I would say, a subordinate part.
If evaluation is not primarily a scientific 
activity, what is it? It is first and foremost a 
political activity, a function performed within a 
social system (Worthen and Sanders, 1987: p. 25).
Mackay and Palmer (1981) define evaluation as "...the 
collection and use of information for the purpose of decision
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making" (p. 108) and they state that "it is the purpose that 
characterizes evaluation and distinguishes it from testing 
and measurement" (p. 108).
TenBrink (1974) in Nixon (1989) defines evaluation as 
"...the process of obtaining information and using it to form 
judgements which in turn are to be used in decision making" 
(p. 119).
Talmage (1982) notes that "Three purposes appear most 
frequently in definitions of evaluation: (1) to render
judgments on the worth of a program; (2) to assist decision­
makers responsible for deciding policy; and (3) to serve a 
political function" (p. 694).
Haller and Strike (1986) express their opinions about 
evaluation and comment that "It is not enough that an 
evaluation system be technically correct -that it be based on 
the best available procedures for generating reliable and 
valid informand" (p. 316) and also point out that "an 
evaluation system should promote fairness" (p. 316).
They stress the fact that teachers are human beings, 
"...objects of intrinsic worth" (p. 316) and therefore they 
"...are deserving of respect" (pp. 316). They agree that 
"...this requires that evaluation procedures respect the 
dignity of teachers as human beings. Evaluations that
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harrass or belittle or are gratuitous are precluded" (p. 
316).
Haller and Strike (1986) point out that
It is possible that an evaluation system can 
become inefficient because procedures to enforce 
fairness are too elaborate. An evaluation system 
should be "cost effective". A system should be 
constructed so as to protect teachers from an 
actual or likely abuse, not from every imaginable 
one. In its design, it is unnecessary that 
administrators be viewed implicitly as malevolent. 
Moreover, a fair evaluation system should not 
prevent a negative judgment about a teacher’s 
competence. If a warranted negative judgment is 
made difficult or impossible, the evaluation 
system is unfair" (p. 317).
Although Worthen and Sanders (1987) agree that 
evaluation is beneficial, they also claim that it generally 
prevents the achievement of the aim for evaluators who think 
that evaluation is the final resolution to every problem.
They believe that evaluation will not find any solutions to 
the problems, but it might present a suggestion to solve the 
problem. They also point out that evaluation identifies the 
strengths and weaknesses, accentuates the good and reveals 
the bad but does not amend the problems.
Popham (1988) expresses his ideas about teacher 
evaluation by claiming that all of the current existing 
warranted teacher evaluation programs are based on the idea
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that evaluators know how to evaluate teachers but he points 
out that this idea is totally mistaken. He believes that 
there is no safe way of assessing teachers. Therefore he 
points out that "...the implementation of a large-scale 
teacher evaluation systems may, in the long term, have an 
adverse effect on the quality of education" (p. 275).
According to Popham (1988) evaluation standards 
consist of four major items: (A) Utility (B) Feasibility
(C) Propriety and (D) Accuracy.
A) Utility standards are
1. Audience Identification
2. Evaluator Credibility
3. Information Scope and Selection
4. Valuational Interpretation
5. Report Clarity
6. Report Dissemination
7. Report Timeliness
8. Evaluation Impact
B) Feasibility standards are
1. Practical Procedures
2. Political Viability
3. Cost-effectiveness
C) Propriety standards are
1. Formal Obligation
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2. Conflict of Interest
3. Full and Frank Disclosure
4. Public’s Right to Know
5. Rights of Human Subjects
6. Human Interactions
7. Balanced Reporting
8. Fiscal Responsibility
) Accuracy standards are
1. Object Identification
2. Context Analysis
3. Described Purposes and Procedures
4. Defensible Information Sources
5. Valid Measurement
6. Reliable Measurement
7. Systematic Data Control
8. Analysis of Quantitative Information
9. Analysis of Qualitative Information
10. Justified Conclusions
11. Objective Reporting
(Popham, 1988: pp. 309-311),
Yauch (1957) points out an evaluation process must be 
personal between the teacher and the evaluator. The 
evaluator is a person from outside who knows the results of
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the evaluation. He also presents a co-operative evaluation 
model where teachers interact with one another in the 
evaluation process. In co-opervative evaluation the 
principal also participates in the evaluation. He points out 
that there are four steps to carry out the co-operative 
evaluation process. They are:
1. Agreement on what is to be evaluated.
2. Decision of how and by whom these evaluations should 
be made.
3. Tabulation and summary of the data.
4. Interpretation of the data.
(Yauch, 1957, p.81).
FORMATIVE AND SUMMATIVE EVALUATION.
DeRoche (1981) states that there are two types of 
evaluation: formative and summative evaluation. He points 
out that formative evaluation refers to collecting, 
gathering and using information while doing something in a 
process. According to him formative evaluation requires 
feedback that is continuous for making decisions and changes 
along the way. He suggests formative evaluation to be used 
by principals and teachers because he believes that they 
benefit from the feedback. Instead of waiting for the
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program to be completed, they can make changes and redirect 
the things that are necessary.
Popham (1973) points out that formative evaluation 
assesses "an instructional sequence" (p. 13) in order to 
improve it; whereas, summative evaluation assesses the value 
of "the completed instructional sequence" (p. 13).
Popham (1973) also points out that the roles of the 
formative evaluator and summative evaluator are different 
from one another and, therefore, he states that
The activities of a person engaged in formative 
evaluation of a still fluid instructional sequence 
may be much more partisan than those of a summative 
evaluator who may bring external objectivity to 
his role as a comparative assessor of merit. The 
formative evaluator wants the instructional 
sequence he is working with to improve and can use 
short cut evaluation designs, small sample tryouts, 
and the like to help the instructional designers 
develop a more effective sequence (pp. 13-14).
He also states that "summative evaluators, working with 
finished instructional sequences, must be more circumspect in 
applying appraisal standards" (p. 14).
According to Popham (1988) formative teacher evaluation 
enables teachers to become effective while summative 
evaluation does not give a chance for weak teachers to 
improve themselves but instead it expels them from their
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jobs. The formative teacher evaluation provides teachers 
with a chance to try out various approaches in order to find 
the best way to improve their performance. The teacher is 
provided with some alternatives; from among these the teacher 
selects the best one that will help to improve his or her 
performance. Summative teacher evaluation finds the 
weaknesses of the teacher and as a result, if their 
weaknesses are incurable, the teacher is dismissed from the 
teaching profession. Briefly, Popham points out that there 
is a distinction between formative and summative teacher 
evaluation and he stresses that "...the distinction is 
between 'fixing’ versus 'firing’ the teacher" (p. 282).
Popham, therefore, proposes that formative and summative 
functions of teacher evaluation should be apart from one 
another. He suggests that the formative and summative 
evaluators should be different people while carrying out the 
evaluation process. Not only the evaluators but the process 
employed and the collected records for the summative and 
formative evaluation should be kept separate from one 
another. He also points out that the information collected 
about the teacher by the formative evaluator, no matter what 
the situation might be, must not be made available to the 
summative evaluator. The formative and summative teacher 
evaluators must not exchange this collected information about 
a teacher.
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Worthen and Sanders (1987) point out that summative 
evaluation is done at the end of a program in order to 
provide "potential consumers" (p. 34) who are teachers, 
students, program personnel with judgements about the value 
of the program.
According to DeRoche (1981) summative evaluation is 
collecting the information, summing up the information, at 
the end of a process. He states that it is used in finding 
out the effects of a program or procedure.
Stones (1984) agrees with Sergiovanni (1979) that 
summative evaluation implies a final judgement and formative 
evaluation implies diagnosis, analysis and along with that 
growth and development. Stones prefers the term "diagnostic 
evaluation" instead of formative evaluation.
MODELS OF SUPERVISION.
According to Gebhard (1984) there are five models of 
supervision. These models are 1) directive, 2) alternative, 
3) collaborative, 4) non-directive, and 5) creative.
1. Directive Supervision: Gebhard (1984) states that
teachers and many educators see this model as supervision of 
what they think supervision really is. He points out that 
there are at least three problems to be confronted in the 
directive model of supervision. He states that the first
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problem derives from "good" teaching being defined only by 
the supervisor. The second problem is that when a supervisor 
uses this model of supervision the result of the supervisory 
process may be negative for the teacher. The third problem 
with directive supervision is as Gebhard says, "...a 
prescriptive approach forces teachers to comply with what the 
supervisor thinks they should do" (p. 509).
Gebhard (1984) states that directive supervision can 
make teachers feel that they are second class people and that 
the supervisor is superior. Having the feeling of being 
inferior can cause teachers to lower their confidence and 
pride. He also states that directive supervision can be 
threatening for the teacher.
2. Alternative Supervision: According to Gebhard in this
model of supervision there is a way of telling teachers what 
to do without directing them. The teacher is provided with 
some alternatives, techniques to choose from in order to 
help improve the classroom behavior of the teacher. The 
teacher tries one technique which the teacher and the 
supervisor decide together and if it does not work there is a 
chance of choosing other techniques.
3. Collaborative Supervision: Gebhard (1984) points out
that in this model the supervisor and the teacher cooperate
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in the supervisory process. The supervisor does not direct 
the teacher. He also points out that in the collaborative 
model of supervision a positive rapport is established 
between the supervisor and the teacher.
Gebhard points out that Cogan (1973) calls 
collaborative supervision "clinical supervision." According 
to Gebhard Cogan believes that for a problem to be solved 
there should be a sharing of ideas between two people, that 
is, the teacher and the supervisor, in the supervisory 
process.
4. Non-directive Supervision: Gebhard (1984) points out
that in the non-directive model of supervision the teacher is 
the one who is directing in the conferences. The supervisor 
never directs the teacher but instead restates the words of 
the teacher to show that what is said is clearly understood. 
The supervisor shows a kind of understanding. The supervisor 
in restating the teacher’s words about the observation in the 
classroom, facilitates making things clearer for the 
teacher. In this way the teacher becomes aware of the way 
the teaching is performed in the classroom.
5. Creative Supervision: According to Gebhard (1984) the
creative model of supervision provides the supervisor and the 
teacher freedom to choose the necessary model of supervision
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to be used in the supervisory process. The supervisor and 
the teacher must decide on trying different models of 
supervision if one does not work.
Gebhard points out that Fanselow (1983) makes clear 
that, if the same models of supervision are used repeatedly, 
supervisors will never have a chance to learn the results of 
new ideas of supervision.
Gebhard points out that the creative model of 
supervision allows teachers and supervisors freedom to become 
creative not only in the use of models presented but also in 
other behaviors they may generate and test in their joint 
supervisory efforts. Gebhard states that there are three 
ways that the creative model of supervision can be used. He 
points out that the creative model of supervision allows:
1. A combination of models or a combination of supervisory 
behaviors from different models.
"Working with only one model can be appropriate, or it 
can be limiting; sometimes a combination of different models 
or a combination of supervisory behaviors from different 
models might be needed" (Gebhard, p. 508).
2. A shifting of supervisory responsibilities from the 
supervisor to other sources. These sources according to 
Gebhard can be teachers themselves, as he says "being 
responsible for their own supervision" (p. 509).
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According to Gebhard there should be teacher centers 
where teachers can go to find answers to their questions and 
talk about problems with other teachers instead of going to a 
supervisor.
Another way to move the responsibility of the 
supervisor to peer supervision is for "fellow teachers to 
observe each other’s classes" (Gebhard 1984: p. 509).
3. An application of insights from other fields which are 
not found in any of the models. As Gebhard (1984) says
The application of observation systems has been a 
valuable asset to supervisors. It allows 
supervisors to describe rather than prescribe 
teaching, and observation systems provide a 
means through which teachers can continue to 
monitor and study their own teaching (p. 509).
THE ROLE OF THE SUPERVISOR IN CLINICAL SUPERVISION.
Goldhammer (1980) points out that there should be 
mutual trust between the supervisor and the teacher in the 
supervisory process. This mutual trust can be achieved 
through dialogue, friendship and rapport right from the 
start of the supervisory process. The supervisor and the 
teacher depend on each other. The teacher must realize that 
the supervisor is there to help improve the teacher’s 
classroom performance.
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Anderson in Goldhammer, Anderson, and Krajewski (1980) 
states that clinical supervision is observational, which 
means that the supervisor observes the teacher’s classroom 
performance and after the observation discusses the teacher’s 
classroom in a setting where the supervisor acts as a 
counselor and a guide.
Anderson in Goldhammer, Anderson, and Krajewski (1980) 
claims that the aim of clinical supervision is to help 
teachers perform a job better and continually improve 
themselves in order to be effective in communicating, and to 
provide teachers with the right kind of motivation for 
wanting to learn. Therefore a supervisor can be considered 
as "a teacher of teachers" (Goldhammer, Anderson and 
Krajawski 1980: p. 5),
Krajewski in Goldhammer, Anderson, and Krajewski (1980) 
claims that there is a close relationship between supervisors 
and teachers similar to those of teachers and their 
students. Krajewski implies that the supervisor must 
motivate teachers in order to help teachers do a better 
job and motivate their students. He states that the 
supervisor, the teacher and the students are dependent on one 
another, and, therefore, he sees this kind of relationship as 
a continuous cycle. Krajewski believes that if one part of 
the continuous cycle breaks down then it will be easy for the
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whole thing to collapse.
According to Goldhammer, Anderson, and Krajewski 
(1980), the role of the supervisor is considered as
helping teacher, resource teacher, instructional 
specialist, master teacher, coordinator, curriculum 
specialist, educational assistant, consultant, 
advisor, instructional assistant, assistant 
superintendent (for curriculum), department head, 
director, and the like (p.16).
The supervisor and the teacher can be considered as 
colleagues, because in a way the supervisor is an expert in 
the teaching profession. Therefore the supervisor must 
understand the feelings of the teacher and what kind of 
situation the teacher is in, and therefore must do the best 
to help the teacher to improve classroom performance.
Acheson and Gall (1980) state that the supervisor and 
the teacher must act like they are two good friends, partners 
who have maintained a well developed friendship because they 
are the ones that are involved in the supervisory process.
The role of the supervisor according to Gebhard (1984) in the 
directive model of supervision is of a director, telling the 
teacher what to do. In this model, the supervisor apart from 
being a model of behaviors for the teacher is also the 
evaluator of the teacher’s behaviors.
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According to Gebhard (1984) the role of the supervisor 
in the alternative model of supervision is "to suggest a 
variety of alternatives to what the teacher has done in the 
classroom" (p. 504) without directing and telling the 
teacher what to do.
In the collaborative model of supervision, Gebhard 
points out that the role of the supervisor is to work 
collaboratively without directing the teacher. Gebhard 
(1984) states that "the supervisor actively participates with 
the teacher in any decisions that are made and attempts to 
establish a sharing relationship" (p. 505). Gebhard points 
out that Cogan (1973) claims that
teaching is mostly a problem-solving process that 
requires a sharing of ideas between the teacher and 
the supervisor. The teacher and the supervisor 
work together in addressing a problem in the 
teacher’s classroom teaching. They pose a 
hypothesis, experiment, and implement strategies 
which appear to be a reasonable solution to the 
problem under consideration (pp. 505-506).
Gebhard (1984) states that in the non-directive model 
of supervision the supervisor neither collaborates like in 
the collaborative model of supervision with the teacher nor 
suggests alternatives like in the alternative model of 
supervision for the teacher. The supervisor guides the
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teacher to self-direct, to come up with solutions for 
teaching behaviors on his or her own.
NEED FOR CLINICAL SUPERVISION AND HOW IT DERIVED.
Goldhammer is one of the most important precursors of 
clinical supervision. At the time he wrote his book,
Clinical Supervision (1980), he felt that there was a great 
need for developing and improving instruction in the schools. 
He observed that there was something disappointing in the 
schools which needed to be corrected: "When I initially
wrote my book schools were in great need of immediate 
instructional improvement" (p. 2).
Goldhammer first introduced clinical supervision in the 
1960’s to improve and enrich the behaviors of the teacher’s 
classroom performance and to provide efficiency for school 
systems. He was assisted and supported by his colleagues 
Anderson and Krajewski.
Goldhammer, Anderson, and Krajewski (1980) explain that 
the reason teachers turn from clinical supervision is because 
of the word "clinical." Goldhammer in Goldhammer, Anderson, 
and Krajewski (1980) state that "Right from the start, 
clinical supervision received slow acceptance, probably due 
in part to the name itself" (p. 3). Teachers may feel that 
the word "clinical" conveys a negative meaning and reminds
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them of a clinic in which patients are treated or given 
advice. If they realized the purpose of it, they would work 
cooperatively with the supervisor to put clinical supervision 
into action. Goldhammer in Goldhammer, Anderson, and 
Krajewski (i980) emphasizes that the purpose of clinical 
supervision is not to find faults and defects in the 
teacher’s classroom behaviors but to help the teacher improve 
behaviors for the best learning to take place in the 
classroom.
THE THREE PHASES IN THE CYCLE OF CLINICAL SUPERVISION
Acheson and Gall (1980) point out that the planning 
conference, classroom observation and the feedback conference 
are the three phases in the cycle of clinical supervision.
They are the fundamental steps in the supervisory process.
a. THE PLANNING CONFERENCE: The teacher and the supervisor
find a suitable place and time for the planning conference.
The best place where the planning conference can be held is 
a neutral area such as a cafeteria, the teachers’ resource 
room, a staff room or a classroom. The supervisor must never 
tell the teacher to come into his or her office for the 
planning conference or else it will be considered as being 
"called on the carpet" (Acheson and Gall, 1980, p. 43). In 
the planning conference the teacher and the supervisor talk
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about the concerns and needs of the teacher, and they 
identify the kinds of behavioral patterns to be recorded in 
the classroom by the supervisor.
According to Acheson and Gall (1980) the teacher must 
trust the supervisor and must not feel threatened. They 
state that a threatened teacher then will reveal "safe" 
concerns and the supervisor in that case should be determined 
to help the teacher reveal true concerns. What is meant by 
this is that the teacher must be overt and must not hide 
anything from the supervisor. Sometimes teachers hide things 
and do not tell their concerns in detail because of the 
threat posed by the supervisor. In that case the supervisor 
must function as a diagnostician in order to find some ways 
of getting the teacher to tell everything in detail. It must 
be kept in mind that the supervisor is trying to improve the 
teacher’s performance for the benefit of student learning.
After finding out the concerns and needs of the 
teacher, Acheson and Gall (1980) state that the supervisor 
should offer the teacher certain techniques to be used to 
collect the data while observing the teacher’s classroom 
performance. The teacher and the supervisor can select the 
techniques and tools for data collection. Then both the 
teacher and the supervisor agree on the day and time for the 
supervisor to come into the classroom to make the 
observation.
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b. CLASSROOM OBSERVATION: Acheson and Gall (1980) point out
that in the observation phase the supervisor visits the 
teacher’s classroom to collect data. The supervisor must 
choose a suitable place to sit to collect the data. While 
observing, the supervisor must not interfere in the teacher’s 
lesson. The duty of the supervisor is to sit quietly and 
collect data according to the techniques chosen in the 
planning conference. After collecting the data the teacher 
and the supervisor must plan for a feedback conference.
c. THE FEEDBACK CONFERENCE: Acheson and Gall (1980) point
out that in the feedback conference the supervisor and the 
teacher both share the collected data. The teacher must be 
given feedback on the observed behavioral patterns observed 
in the classroom. The teacher must be given some time to 
examine the data in order to discuss the behavioral patterns 
with the supervisor. The supervisor in the feedback 
conference must talk as little as possible. It is best for 
the teacher to do most of the talking. After the teacher and 
the supervisor draw conclusions about the behaviors observed, 
the supervisor can give some advice or probe the teacher to 
tell what the teacher can do to improve the behavioral 
patterns.
In conclusion supervision in education can be defined 
as the process for helping teachers improve their classroom
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behaviors including teaching techniques to provide students a 
better opportunity for learning. This improvement is 
obtained through the leadership or guidance of an expert in 
the teaching profession.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY
Introduction
This research project focuses on supervision and 
evaluation in order to provide definitions for both terms 
because supervision seems to be conducted differently in 
Turkey from the way supervision is defined in the 
professional literature.
The researcher reviewed the available literature in 
order to provide definitions for supervision and evaluation 
to distinguish these two different terms from one another.
The literature review consisted of materials from various 
libraries of different universities in Ankara such as the 
Bilkent, Ankara, Hacettepe, Gazi and the Middle East 
Technical University libraries. The researcher also 
conducted interviews with administrators, researchers and 
an inspector.
The aim of this project is to do a survey on EFL 
teachers at Bilkent University, Erciyes University, Hacettepe 
University and Middle East Technical University in order to 
find out whether the EFL teachers are familiar with 
supervision or not. In order to collect the necessary data
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the researcher designed a questionnaire (Appendix 1) for the 
EFL teachers at the specified universities.
Description of the Data Col lection Instrument and its 
Administration
A questionnaire was designed to assess the knowledge 
and opinions of the EFL teachers at Bilkent, Erciyes, 
Hacettepe and Middle East Technical University concerning 
supervision. Because this survey was limited to the EFL 
teachers at these universities, it does not represent the 
opinions of all the EFL teachers in Turkey. The main focus 
of the questions was on supervision rather than evaluation.
There were four demographic questions aiming to get 
brief information about the respondents.
There were seven major questions in the questionnaire. 
The first question was open ended. In the second question 
there were five items consisting of two Yes/No questions, two 
information questions and a multiple choice question.
Question three, four and five were Yes/No questions and the 
fifth question had four Yes/No items in it. Question six 
included both a multiple choice and an open ended question. 
Question seven included both a Yes/No question and an open 
ended question (see Appendix 1).
The kinds of questions and the number of the questions 
are shown in table 1.
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Table 1; Number and Percent of Different Kinds of Questions.
Kinds of 
Questions Number
Demographic 4
Open-ended 5
Yes/No 10
Multiple
choice 1
Total 20
The main purpose of the first question was to get the 
teachers’ own interpretation of instructional supervision. 
Their interpretations were to be compared with the 
definitions provided in the professional literature.
The main purpose of the second question, which is a 
mixture of questions (open-ended, yes/no and multiple 
choice), was to learn
1. Whether teachers had gone through the process of 
supervision,
2. the frequency of supervision they had encountered.
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3. by whom they were supervised,
4. whether they were informed in advance before they 
were supervised,
5. how teachers felt about supervision.
The main idea behind the third question was to find out 
if teachers could discriminate supervision from evaluation, 
and how teachers view supervision.
The main objective of question four was to find out the 
necessity, and the importance of supervision for EFL 
teachers.
The main purpose of question five was to find out the 
EFL teachers’ opinion concerning who might benefit from 
supervision.
The main purpose behind question six was to find out 
whether it is important for EFL teachers to be informed in 
advance of being supervised and also to get teachers to 
explain how they felt about supervision.
The main purpose of question seven was to get a general 
idea of how frequently teachers thought they should be 
supervised and also to get the teachers to express whether or 
not they were against supervision.
In the spring of 1990 the researcher distributed a 
total of 100 questionnaires, twenty-five each, at four 
universities. Three of these were located in Ankara and the
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fourth is located in a south-eastern provincial capital. Two 
were English universities. The oldest was founded in 1955 
and the newest in 1986.
After getting the necessary permission from the 
coordinator, the researcher distributed the questionnaires to 
the teachers of University I. While most of the teachers 
kindly agreed to respond to the questionnaire, some of them 
refused to fill in the questionnaire saying that they did not 
have enough time although they were given three days to 
respond. One teacher, who initially accepted the 
questionnaire refused to fill it out when the researcher came 
to collect it. Only fifteen questionnaires were returned 
from the twenty-five teachers at University I.
The second university that the questionnaires were 
distributed to was University II. After getting the 
necessary permission, 25 questionnaires were distributed to 
the EFL teachers who were present in the staff rooms at 
University II. The teachers seemed to be eager to fill in 
the questionnaire at first, but when the researcher came to 
collect them a week later unfortunately the researcher could 
get back only two. The teachers said that they were very 
sorry because they did not have enough time and that they 
were very busy. Therefore the researcher gave the teachers 
ten additional days for them to fill in the questionnaires.
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After the ten days unfortunately the teachers still had not 
responded to them. The teachers again apologized but when 
the researcher told them that they could do it in a couple 
of days they stated they had lost the questionnaires. This 
time, the researcher decided to distribute the questionnaires 
to a different group of teachers. Eighteen questionnaires 
were thus obtained from University II.
After permission was granted from the Head of the 
Department, 25 questionnaires were distributed among the EFL 
teachers of University III. All the teachers that were asked 
to fill in the questionnaire kindly agreed to complete the 
questionnaires. It took the researcher three days to 
distribute and collect the questionnaires at University III. 
All 25 of the questionnaires that were distributed were 
completed.
After getting permission from the Head of the 
Department, 25 questionnaires were distributed among the 
teachers of University IV. The Head of the Department kindly 
asked the teachers to participate in filling in the 
questionnaires in order to help the researcher carry out the 
survey. The teachers were to bring back the questionnaires 
to the Head’s office after they completed them. They were 
given the weekend to fill in the questionnaires. A few of 
them did not return the questionnaires as requested.
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Therefore the researcher had to ask the teachers one by one 
whether or not they had returned it. Finally thirteen 
questionnaires out of 25 were obtained.
Table 2 shows the number and percentage of 
questionnaires returned from university EFL teachers.
Table 2: Number and Percentage of Questionnaire Returns
from University EFL Teachers
University
Number of 
returns
Percent of 
returns 
out of 25
University I 18 72.0
University II 15 60.0
University III 13 52.0
University IV 25 100.0
Total 71
In chapter 4 the data are presented in tables and the 
original data from the questionnaire are analyzed against the 
findings from the literature review, conclusions are drawn 
and suggestions are made.
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CHAPTER 4
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 
The data were collected by administrating a 
questionnaire to the universities mentioned in Chapter 3.
This table presents the numbers and percentage of 
teachers who have been supervised. It can be seen that out 
of 71 teachers, 52 (73.23 percent) of them have encountered 
supervision. Of the teachers reporting from University I, 
94.4 percent were supervised, at University II the percentage 
was 46.6.
Table 3: Number and Percentage of the Teachers who
have been supervised.
University
Number of 
returns
Number 
Having been 
supervised
Percent out 
of number 
of returns 
from each 
university
Percent out 
of total 
of those 
supervised
University I 18 17 94.44 32.69
University II 15 7 46.66 13.46
University III 13 9 69.23 17.30
University IV 25 19 76.00 36.53
Total 71 52 73.23 99.98
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It is known to the author that University I is in close 
touch with western development in language education and has 
apparently adopted the practice. University III and IV are 
both in Ankara, are in touch with western innovations but, 
being somewhat older, may be progressing somewhat cautiously 
in adopting supervision as a practice. University II is a 
provincial university and somewhat away from the center of 
activities. Its adoption of supervision lags behind the 
others.
It can be seen that the percentage of the teachers who 
have been supervised ranges from a high 94.4 percent to a low 
46.6 percent. It should be noted that only the primary and 
secondary school teachers in Turkey are being supervised 
(inspected) by the inspectors (muffettisler) of the Ministry 
of Education.
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Table 4: Numbers of Teachers Supervised by People in Various
Capacities Tabulated by Universities.
supervisorizing
category I
Universities 
II III IV Total
Administrators 6 3 5 10 24
Peers 1 1 0 5 7
Chai rpersons 0 0 0 1 1
Inspectors 0 2 3 0 5
Senior
teachers 0 0 0 2 2
MA TEFL
students 5 0 0 0 5
Teacher
trainers 6 0 0 2 8
"Educational"
Visitors 1 0 0 0 1
Headmaster 0 0 0 1 1
"Academic"
advisor 0 0 0 1 1
Supervisor 1 0 0 0 1
"Testing"
officer 0 0 0 1 1
Advisor 1 0 0 0 1
RSA
assessors 0 0 1 0 1
"Company"
supervisor 0 1 0 0 1
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When teachers were asked by whom they were supervised 
they named various people of different capacities who 
conducted the process of supervision.
Table 4 shows the various capacities of people who 
supervised the EFL teachers. Administrators account for the 
majority of supervisors for the teachers sampled. It can 
also be seen that only one of the teachers was supervised by 
a supervisor whose role seems to be quite different from the 
ones the teachers named. Other significant categories were 
inspectors, teacher trainees and students who were taking a 
course in supervision in a MA TEFL Program.
Table 5: Number and Percentage of Teachers who think
Supervision is necessary.
University
Number of 
returns
Number of 
those who 
say YES
Percent out 
of number 
of those 
say YES 
from each 
university
Percent out 
of total 
of those 
say YES
University I 18 13 72.22 27.65
University II 15 9 60.00 19.14
University III 13 5 38.46 10.63
University IV 25 20 80.00 42.55
Total 71 47 66.19 99.97
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Table 5 shows the number and percentage of teachers who 
responded that they thought supervision was necessary. Out 
of 71 teachers, 47 or 66.19 percent believed that supervision 
was necessary. The percentage ranged from 38.4 for University 
III to 80 percent for University IV. It will be seen below 
(tables 6, 11, and 14) that the attitudes toward supervision 
at University III were consistently least favorable across a 
variety of questions. (See table A in Appendix 2 for the 
number and percentage of teachers who think supervision is 
not necessary).
Table 6: Numbers and Percentages of Teachers Responding
that Supervision was Synonymous with Evaluation.
University
Number of 
returns
Number of 
those who 
say YES
Percent out 
of number 
of those 
say YES 
from each 
university
Percent out 
of total 
of those 
say YES
University I 18 6 33.33 22.22
University II 15 4 26.66 14.81
University III 13 6 46.15 22.22
University IV 25 11 44.00 40.74
Total 71 27 38.02 99.99
54
Table 6 shows the number and percentage of teachers who 
think supervision is synonymous with evaluation. Out of 71 
teachers 27 (38.02 percent) believed that it was. University 
III yielded the highest percentage of respondents who equated 
supervision with evaluation and this finding is consistent 
with the attitude pattern which emerged for University III. 
The percentage was also high at University IV and it seems 
probable that many of the teachers in Turkey have been 
evaluated rather than supervised. This can also be another 
reason why EFL teachers in Turkey have negative feelings 
towards supervision. ( See Appendix 2, table B for the 
number and percentage of teachers who think supervision is 
not synonymous with evaluation).
Table 7: The number and percentage of teachers who think
teachers should be supervised quite often.
Number Percentage
YES 55 77.46
NO 10 14.08
NO RESPONSE 2 2.7
IT DEPENDS 4 5.63
Total 71 99.87
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In Table 7, 77.4 percent of teachers are shown to agree 
that teachers should be supervised quite often. While 2 
respondents did not answer the question at all, 4 other 
respondents claimed that it depends on the needs of the 
teacher. The percentage of 77.46 seems to show that EFL 
teachers are willing to be supervised.
Those teachers who think that supervision should be 
done quite often gave as major reasons the statements listed 
below.
If supervision is to be done quite often it should be done 
in relaxed atmosphere for teachers to get used to it and 
feel less worried for the next observation. After getting 
used to supervision, teachers will consider it as a part of 
one’s regular work.
In order to improve teachers’ classroom performance. 
Supervision should be done continuously for the teacher 
and the supervisor to have a chance to find problems, 
solve them and exchange ideas with one another.
Supervising one lesson will not prove anything.
Those teachers who think that supervision should not be 
done quite often gave their major reasons which are listed 
below:
- Teachers will feel themselves under pressure, threatened, 
nervous and therefore it will give the impression that one
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is not a successful teacher.
_ Frequent supervision is sure to be a handicap and it 
helps nothing.
_ There should be peer supervision and various regular 
workshops.
_ Teachers are conscientous enough to do their work properly 
and therefore it interferes with the teachers’ natural 
performance.
No teacher would like being criticized so often. 
Inexperienced teachers should be supervised quite often. 
When one proves to be an experienced teacher then it is not 
necessary. Being an experienced teacher in Turkey is more 
important and therefore nobody would enjoy being supervised 
often. Supervision should be done if there are complaints 
about a teacher.
The last reason the teachers give shows that there is a 
lack of understanding of what the purpose of supervision 
really is. Supervision is not to find the deficiencies of a 
teacher but to help improve the teacher’s classroom 
performance. It should be kept in mind that there is always 
a place for improvement no matter how experienced a teacher 
might be.
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Table 8: Number and Percentage of Supervised Teachers who 
were informed before being Supervised,
University
Number of 
those
supervised
Number of 
those 
informed
Percent out 
of number 
of those 
supervised 
from each 
university
Percent out 
of total 
of those 
informed
University I 17 17 100.00 32.69
University II 7 3 42.85 5.76
University III 9 4 44.44 7.69
University IV 19 17 89.47 32.69
Total 52 41 78.84 78.83
Table 8 shows the number and percentage of teachers who 
were informed in advance before being supervised. Out of 52 
teachers, 41 (78.84 percent) replied that they were informed. 
The table shows that University I follows the practice all 
the time and at University IV it seems that teachers are 
informed practically all the time. Only 42.8 percent of 
teachers at the provincial University reported being informed 
before being supervised and only 44.44 percent of the 
university where supervision was unpopular reported being 
informed in advance. (See Appendix 2, table C for data on
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respondents who were not informed in advance). The data may 
be taken to imply that in the schools sampled, supervision is 
generally conducted in Turkey in the way it is defined in the 
professional literature in two universities while in two 
others it was conducted in the prescriptive way more than 40 
percent of the time.
Table 9: The number and percentage of teachers who think
EFL teachers should be informed in advance 
before having someone enter the classroom.
Number Percentage
YES 45 63.38
NO 13 18.30
SOMETIMES 11 15.49
NO RESPONSE 2 2.81
Total 71 99.98
The table above shows the number and percentage of 
teachers who believe that teachers should be informed in 
advance before having someone enter the classroom. As can be 
seen, 63.3 percent of teachers believe teachers should be 
informed in advance and 18.3 percent believe teachers should
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not be. The "No responses" included those who left the 
question blank and another teacher who felt that there are 
certain drawbacks in supervision stressed that he/she was 
completely against it.
When the teachers were asked about teachers being 
informed in advance before being supervised 63.3 percent 
believed that they should. This is quite a high percentage 
of teachers who are against unexpected observations. This 
also seems to suggest that supervision is not conducted in the 
way it should really be and also shows that it is not serving 
its real purpose in Turkey.
The teachers who think that teachers should be informed 
in advance gave as their major reasons:
- An unexpected person might disturb the atmosphere and 
break down the performance of the students and have a 
negative influence on the teacher’s performance.
It will reduce stress, anxiety, nervousness, irritation, 
intimidation, threat and will make the teacher 
psychologically ready and comfortable.
- It is necessary to show respect, courtesy and not to 
violate the basic rights of the teacher.
It is essential to motivate teachers in order to show 
their best.
The teachers who do not believe that teachers should be
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informed in advance gave their major reasons:
It win create an artificial classroom atmosphere.
_ It should not be a warning for the teacher to put on a 
"good show" but to ensure the quality of education.
_ The teacher is pressurized by a need of making the lesson 
perfect, therefore it does not give a realistic picture of 
the teacher’s performance.
Some of the reasons that the respondents who think that 
teachers sometimes should be informed in advance are listed 
below in brief:
_ Mostly informed teachers have a chance to prepare
themselves and their students in order to make the lesson 
seem perfect.
_ At times, it might be necessary to find out about a problem 
which is predicted and the observer might need to watch a 
class not specially prepared to be better.
Though it would be ideal, we can not expect a teacher to 
be at his/her best at all times. However, surprise 
inspections will not only keep the teachers on their toes 
but also reveal some facts about the teaching ability in 
general.
The third respondent, as can be seen above, confuses 
the term inspection with supervision.
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Listed below are the opinions of teachers who think 
supervision is synonymous with evaluation:
_ Teacher X believes that teachers should be informed in 
advance. Although against the idea of supervision, X 
claims that instead of supervision she/he would like 
someone to help him/her show better ways of introducing a 
lesson. This view reveals a lack of understanding of the 
aim of supervision.
Although teacher Y thinks that supervision is useless, 
he/she claims that teachers should be informed if 
supervision is to be done.
Teacher Z believes that there are "certain drawbacks in 
each case" therefore stresses being completely against 
supervision.
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Table 10: Numbers of Reports by Teachers as to which 
were Experienced when being Supervised.
Feelings
Universities
Feelings I II III IV Total
Pleased 8 2 0 9 19
Nervous 12 1 6 16 35
Threatened 2 2 0 1 5
Strange 1 0 0 0 1
Irritating 1 0 0 0 1
Depressed 1 0 0 0 1
Excited 0 1 2 0 3
Uncomfortable 0 1 0 0 1
Indifferent 0 0 1 1 2
No feelings 0 0 1 0 1
Table 10 presents the feelings of the EFL teachers
about being supervised.
When teachers were asked about how they felt during the 
process of supervision (pleased, nervous and threatened) out 
of 52 teachers who were supervised, 19 were pleased with 
supervision. Teachers were also asked to express their own 
feelings apart from the ones provided. Out of 52 teachers
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more than half of them expressed negative feelings about 
supervision. This can be seen in Table 10. There seems to 
be some contradiction: although 77.4 percent of the teachers
agree that supervision should be done frequently (see Table 
7), it is seen clearly in Table 10 that teachers express 
negative feelings about supervision. Respondents were able 
to check more than one feeling on the questionnaires so that 
the total number of responses for each university exceeds the 
number of respondents. Although all 17 of the teachers at 
University I who have been supervised were informed before 
being supervised (see Table 8), it is seen that 12 of them 
felt nervous. Additionally 8 of them felt pleased. Out of 
17 teachers at University IV who were informed (see Table 8),
9 were pleased, 16 were nervous and only 1 teacher felt 
indifferent about supervision. It can be seen that the 
teachers at University III were not pleased at all. While 2 
teachers at University II felt pleased 2 other teachers felt 
threatened.
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Table 11: Number and Percentage of Teachers who Reported
Supervision as beneficial for Teachers.
University
Number of 
those who 
say YES
Percent out 
of number 
of those 
say YES 
from each 
university
Percent out 
of total 
of those 
say YES
University I 15 83.33 25.86
University II 14 93.33 24.13
University III 4 30.76 6.896
University IV 25 100.00 43.10
Total 58 81.69 99.98
Table 11 presents the number and percentage of teachers 
who think supervision is for the benefit of teachers. One 
hundred percent of the teachers from University IV believe it 
is for the benefit of teachers. It was seen in Table 10 that 
none of the teachers from University III were pleased with 
supervision, it is not surprising, therefore to note that 
only 30.7 percent of the teachers from University III 
believed that supervision was for the benefit of teachers. 
(See Appendix 2, Table D for teachers who do not believe 
that supervision is not for the benefit of teachers). It is
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seen clearly that quite a high percentage (81.6 percent) of 
teachers believe that supervision is beneficial for teachers. 
This also implies that they are ready and are willing to be 
supervised for their own benefits to improve their 
instructional performance in the classroom.
Table 12: Number and Percentage of Teachers who think
Supervision is for the benefit of Administrators,
Percent out 
of number 
of those Percent out
Number of say YES of total
those who from each of those
University say YES university say YES
University I 11 61.11 26.82
University II 7 46.66 17.07
University III 8 61.53 19.51
University IV 15 60.00 36.58
Total 41 57.32 99.98
Table 12 shows the number and percentage of teachers who
responded to Question 5 (see Appendix 1) by indicating their 
belief that supervision is for the benefit of administrators. 
From University IV 36.5 percent and from University II 17 
percent believed it was for the benefit of administrators.
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(See table E in Appendix 2 for the number and percentage of 
teachers who believed supervision was not for the benefit of 
administrators). The highest percentage of teachers who 
thought supervision was for the benefit of administrators are 
from University III ( 61.5 percent), University I (61.1) and 
University IV (60 percent). The reason for those teachers to 
think supervision is for the benefit of administrators might 
be that most of these teachers have been supervised by 
administrators (see Table 4).
Table 13: Number and Percentage of Teachers who think
Supervision is for the benefit of Inspectors.
University
Number of 
those who 
say YES
Percent out 
of number 
of those 
say YES 
from each 
university
Percent out 
of total 
of those 
say YES
University I 8 44.44 38.09
University II 6 40.00 28.57
University III 4 30.76 19.04
University IV 3 12.00 14.28
Total 21 31.8 99.98
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Table 13 presents the number and percentage of teachers 
who think supervision is for the benefit of inspectors. It 
can be seen that a low percentage of 31.8 believe that 
supervision is for the benefit of inspectors. The reason 
might be that most of the EFL teachers have not been 
supervised (inspected) by government inspectors. This 
corresponds with the fact that only primary and secondary 
school teachers are inspected by government inspectors.
Table 14: Number and Percentage of Teachers who think
Supervision is for the benefit of Students.
University
Number of 
those who 
say YES
Percent out 
of number 
of those 
say YES 
from each 
university
Percent out 
of total 
of those 
say YES
University I 12 66.66 23.07
University II 12 80.00 23.07
University III 5 38.46 9.61
University IV 23 92.00 44.23
Total 52 73.23 99.98
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Table 14 presents the number and percentage of teachers 
who believe supervision is for the benefit of students. It 
can be seen that 44.2 percent from University IV and 9.6 
percent from University III believe it is for the benefit of 
students. As can be seen in the table, University I and 
University II have an equal percentage of 23 percent. The 
number and percentage of teachers who think supervision is 
not for the benefit of students is presented in Table F in 
Appendix 2.
When analyzing the data presented in Table 14 it can be 
seen that at University III (38.4 percent) where the attitude 
toward supervision seems more negative than elsewhere, there 
is the lowest percentage of teachers who think that 
supervision is for the benefit of students, whereas 66.6 
percent from University I, 80 percent from University II and 
92 percent from University IV believe supervision is for the 
benefit of students.
The teachers were asked in question 1 (see Appendix 1) 
to define what they thought instructional supervision was.
The respondents gave many different definitions. In order to 
get a general idea of their opinions the definitions are 
given below of what the EFL teachers of each university 
thought instructional supervision was. The definitions shown
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below are quoted verbatim from the original data and vary in 
the structure of their presentation.
UNIVERSITY I
1. Teacher oriented consultation and observation to help 
teachers become aware of own strengths and weaknesses, 
with some possible room for suggestion of alternative 
procedures to improve teacher performance.
The definition of instructional supervision provided by 
the teachers of University I shows that they are familiar 
with supervision and therefore define the term positively.
UNIVERSITY II
1. Inspection and guidance of a supervisor to improve 
teachers’ classroom performance.
2. Supervision is evaluation conducted to see the variety 
of techniques, motivation, presentation,and creativity 
of the teacher.
3. "Something trifling. Supervising teachers does not help 
the teachers to improve their knowledge".
4. A method that inspects and directs the perfomance of the 
teacher.
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UNIVERSITY III
1. A critical observation intending to evaluate the 
activities or studies in an instructional setting.
2. Observation and evaluation of a teacher by a supervisor.
3. "Means to observe and direct the teacher".
4. "It is something that is unnecessary".
5. "To orient teachers and make methods up to date".
6. "The idea of supervision causes stress both in the 
teacher and students which does not help the teaching 
career".
7. Observation by a supervisor to correct the teachers’ 
mistakes and to evaluate the teachers’ performance.
UNIVERSITY IV
1. Observation for the purposes of improvement and tenure 
evaluation.
2. Observing teachers in class in order to evaluate and 
improve teaching techniques.
3. "Inspection and observation of a teacher to see how the 
teacher manages, handles the class, whether the teacher 
is prepared for the lesson and if it is necessary to 
give suggestions".
4. "Supervising junior instructors to improve themselves by 
giving them constructive criticism".
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5. Evaluation of teachers for firing, hiring and promoting.
6. Checking academic performance, and interaction between 
teachers and students.
These definitions indicate that the teachers from 
University II, University III and University IV have certain 
misconceptions of the notion of supervision as we understand 
it. Of course this may be because of the experience the 
teachers encountered in the past. Although most of the 
teachers define the term negatively, this does not mean they 
are opposed to the concept of supervision. A reasonable 
interpretation of the data is that teachers seem to be aware 
and ready for the process of supervision.
CONCLUSIONS
From the data discussed in Chapter 4 it is seen that:
1, The fact that most of the EFL teachers defined the term 
instructional supervision in negative terms does not 
mean that teachers are opposed to the process of 
supervision as it is defined in the literature.
The data show that teachers are quite aware of, ready and 
favorable toward supervision in order to improve their 
instructional performance in the classroom.
2. The EFL teachers do not want to be observed for 
evaluative purposes , such as firing and hiring, but
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instead they want to be supervised by real experts in the 
field of supervision for self improvement in their 
profession.
3. Nearly all the teachers are against unexpected visits.
In other words most of them prerfer to be informed in 
advance before being supervised (see Table 9).
4. Nearly all the teachers come to a point where they agree 
that supervision should be for the benefit of teachers 
and students.
5. A high percent of teachers agree that teachers should be 
supervised frequently.
6. A relatively high percent (66.1) of EFL teachers agree 
that supervision is necessary for teachers (see Table 5).
In Turkey only the primary and secondary school 
teachers are supervised by the inspectors (muffettisler) of 
the Ministry of Education. There is no existing institute 
that trains inspectors in Turkey. Most of the government 
inspectors are those who are experienced in the teaching 
profession. The Ministry of Education is not related to 
universities and therefore they do not inspect (supervise) 
university teachers. As mentioned previously, EFL 
teachers are ready and favorably disposed toward supervision. 
Although certain cautions about generalizing from the samples
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of four universities which I studied to large populations 
must be observed, these findings suggest that Turkish EFL 
teachers at the university level might readily accept the 
introduction of an extensive wel1-formulated supervisory 
program and might benefit from it. The EFL teachers should 
be introduced to supervision as it is defined in the 
professional literature so that they are prepared to accept 
professional guidance of a well prepared supervisor. If we 
want education to be of a high standard in schools and 
universities for the welfare of students and for Turkey as a 
developing country, all teachers have a right to effective 
supervision and should be given a chance for self improvement 
no matter how experienced a they might be.
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APPENDICES
80
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR TEACHERS
A p p e n d ix  1: Q u e s t i o n n a i r e
University:.
Years of experience:.
Educational Background: M.A./ M.S.
B.A./ B.S. 
other ____
Sex: Male ____ Female ____
Instruction: Please complete each question with an appropriate
response.
1. Briefly explain what you think instructional supervision is.
2. In your teaching career have you ever been supervised?
Yes ___ No
If yes, about how many times?
Who supervised you?
Were you informed in advance that you were going to be 
supervised?
Yes No
How did you feel?
pleased ___ nervous ___ threatened
other __________________________________________
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3. Do you think being supervised is the same as being 
evaluated?
Yes __  No
4. Do you think supervision is necessary for EFL teachers?
Yes ___ No __
5. Do you think supervision is:
for the benefit of teachers? Yes   No
for the benefit of administrators? Yes   No
for the benefit of inspectors? Yes   No
for the benefit of students? Yes   No
for others (please identify) ____________________ _
6. Do you think EFL teachers should be informed in advance 
before having someone enter the classroom?
Yes No Sometimes
Please explain your answer.
7. Do you think teachers should be supervised quite often?
Yes No
Briefly explain.
Thank you for your time and effort in responding to this 
questionnaire.
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Table A: Number and Percentage of Teachers who think Supervision
is not Necessary.
A p p e n d ix  2 : T a b le s
University
Number of 
returns
Number of 
those who 
say NO
Percent out 
of number 
of those 
say NO 
from each 
university
Percent oui 
of total 
of those 
say No
University I 18 2 11.11 11.76
University II 15 5 27.77 29.41
University III 13 8 44.44 47.05
University IV 25 2 13.33 11.76
Total 71 17 23.94 99.98
Table B: Number and Percentage of Teachers who think
Supervision is not Synonymous with Evaluation.
Number of
University returns
Number of 
those who 
say NO
Percent out 
of number 
of those 
say NO 
from each 
university
Percent out 
of total 
of those 
say NO
University I 18 10 55.55 24.39
University II 15 11 73.33 26.82
University III 13 7 53.84 17.07
University IV 25 13 52.00 31.70
Total 71 41 57.74 99.98
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Table C: Number and Percentage of Teachers who were not
informed.
University
Number of 
those
supervised
Number of 
those not 
informed
Percent out 
of number 
of those 
supervised 
from each 
university
Percent out 
of total of 
those not 
informed
University I 17 0 0.00 0.00
University II 7 4 57.14 7.69
University III 9 5 55.55 9.61
University IV 19 1 5.26 1.92
Total 52 10 19.23 19.22
Table D: Number and Percentage of Teachers who think
Supervision is not for the Benefit of Teachers.
University
Number of 
those who 
say NO
Percent out 
of number 
of those 
say NO 
from each 
university
Percent out 
of total 
of those 
say NO
University I 2 11.11 20.00
University II 1 6.66 10.00
University III 7 53.84 70.00
University IV 0 0.00 0.00
Total 10 14.08 100.00
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Table E: Number and Percentage of Teachers who think
Supervision is not for the Benefit of 
Administrators.
University
Number of 
those who 
say NO
Percent out 
of number 
of those 
say NO 
from each 
university
Percent out 
of total 
of those 
say NO
University I 2 11.11 14.28
University II 6 40.00 42.85
University III 2 15.38 14.28
University IV 4 16.00 28.57
Total 14 19.71 99.98
Table F: Number and Percentage of Teachers who think
Supervision is not for the benefit of Students.
University
Number of 
those who 
say NO
Percent out 
of number 
of those 
say NO 
from each 
university
Percent out 
of total 
of those 
say NO
University I 3 16.66 30.00
University II 1 6.66 10.00
University III 4 30.76 40.00
University IV 2 8.00 20.00
Total 10 14.08 100.00
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RESUME
I was born in Kayseri in 1964. I completed my primary 
education in Melbourne, Australia. After finishing form 1 in 
Australia I came back to Turkey and completed my secondary and 
high school in Kayseri in 1983. The following year I enrolled 
in the Department of English Language and Literature at 
Hacettepe University and graduated in 1987. The year I 
graduated from university I started teaching English at Kayseri 
TED College and worked there for a year. In the summer of 1988, 
I started working at the Department of Foreign Languages at 
Erciyes University as an English instructor.
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